Abstract: This study explores current practices of teaching assistant (TA) training in doctoral-granting institutions and expands on previous studies by exploring the views of both faculty and graduate students involved in the process. Our overall goal is to determine whether training practices and goals have changed and, if so, to what extent, in order to reflect the changing objectives of the foreign language (FL) field in the last decades-objectives that involve the development of translingual and transcultural competence and the integration of twenty-first-century skills. We conducted a nationwide survey of Spanish departments that focused on three main areas: language, culture, and technology. Results indicate that TA training is based on immediate teaching needs and lacks long-term goals of professionalization and that there are substantial differences in opinion between TAs and faculty in charge of the training regarding its effectiveness. We argue that our findings have direct implications for the revitalization of TA education since only when TAs are trained to fully integrate culture and language and incorporate technology in meaningful ways in lower-level courses will FL departments be able to strive for the desired integrated curriculum.
Introduction
C alls for reform in institutionalized practices and beliefs in the field of foreign language (FL) education are not new. Drawing on second language acquisition (SLA) research, Swaffar, Arens, and Byrnes (1991) were among the first to discuss the need to move beyond the curricular dichotomy between lower-level courses devoted to language training and upper-level courses focused on scholarly training. Soon after that, Kramsch (1993) issued a call for the dissolution of the language-literature dichotomy in FL instruction and advocated for a greater emphasis in discourse and culture at all levels.
In the following years, calls for change have become a recurrent topic in the literature regarding the state and relevance of foreign languages in US higher education and have even expanded beyond the curricular level to address institutional practices at the structural and professionalization levels (e.g., James 1996; Kern 2002; Maxim 2005) . In 2007, the MLA issued a report that epitomized these concerns. Said report, "Foreign Languages and Higher Education: New Structures for a Changed World," advocates for 1) a curricular reform in which translingual and transcultural competence are the main goals of FL education; 2) a more fluid transition between the lower-and upper-division courses; and 3) more cohesive relations among those working in FL departments, specifically greater involvement of non-tenure language teaching specialists.
Despite numerous critiques, the 2007 MLA report has encouraged critical discussion about the articulation of foreign languages in US higher education (Byrnes 2008) . While most scholars agree that change is needed (Bernhardt 2010; Byrnes 2008) , the order of priorities given to the recommendations and how to implement them are among the most debated issues. Arguably one of the most pressing areas for change, and one practically overlooked by both the MLA report and earlier calls for reform, is TA training (Allen 2009 ). TAs are not only the future of our profession, but, in most PhD-granting institutions, they are the ones in charge of teaching lower-level courses, making them the frontline for any curricular reform efforts.
Most studies in considering TA training reform have made theoretical contributions, calling for a fundamental change in training structure (e.g., Arens 2010; Byrnes 2011; Maxim and Allen 2011) or concrete pedagogical initiatives for educating future FL professors (Blyth 2011; Enkin 2015; Urlaub 2011) . Several studies (Angus 2016; Liaw 2004; Mills and Allen 2007; Thoms 2011) have also examined TAs' opinions and beliefs about their own professional development. The results of this later cohort of studies suggests that, although TAs are overall satisfied with the amount of training they receive, they do not feel confident in their ability to teach content courses or incorporate in their language courses content beyond that present in the course textbook. Despite the increased interest on the study of TA training, no previous study has taken into account the roles of trainers as well as TAs when it comes to redesigning approaches to FL education. This study attempts to fill this gap by examining current practices and perceptions of those directly involved in training, both on the planning and on the receiving end, to evaluate possible discrepancies regarding the goals and opinions of both groups and better understand the factors that influence professional development opportunities.
Goals of Foreign Languages in US Higher Education
Our understanding of what it means to learn and teach foreign languages has evolved considerably over the past couple of decades. This change is reflected in reports issued by the two major American organizations dedicated to the promotion of the study and teaching of foreign languages and literatures: the MLA and ACTFL. According to the MLA (2007), the goal of FL education is to produce speakers with translingual and transcultural competence, which entails training students "to reflect on the world and themselves through the lens of another language and culture" (3-4).
In order to achieve this objective, the report highlights the role of culture in creating bridges between FL studies and other disciplines, and underscores the importance of digital literacy. Similarly, in 2014, ACTFL published a position statement on global competence, described in that paper as, "The ability to communicate with respect and cultural understanding in more than one language." Defined this way, global competence has striking similarities to MLA's translingual and transcultural competence. Similarly, both ACTFL and MLA argue that in order for students to become globally or translingually or transculturally competent, they need to develop certain skills, including technology literacy and social and crosscultural skills (ACTFL 2011).
Although neither ACTFL nor MLA have universal sway in how FL education is structured, these organizations help shape the direction and goals in our field. Their recent statements and reports show a clear desire to advocate for a more democratically structured and globally-minded approach to education. While a sector of the profession has begun making changes that reflect these new goals (Hertel and Dings 2014) , change is slow and in many universities the status quo is still being maintained. Several authors (Maxim 2009; Paesani and Allen 2012) have suggested that a way to improve instruction and implement a more global and intercultural perspective in the curriculum is through TA training.
TA Training Practices
TA training for FL teaching became common practice in the 1980s (Fox 1992) , and today, almost all institutions have an organized training system-typically consisting of a preservice orientation and a teaching methodology course. The orientation usually includes general information, such as the program's mission, policies, and resources, in addition to some pedagogy sessions (Lord 2014) . The methodology course tends to consist of practical and theoretical readings on SLA issues (Maxim 2005) . Other common practices include observations, department pedagogy workshops, and meetings with language coordinators, peer TAs, and mentoring teams (Brandl 2000) .
In one of the most comprehensive studies of FL teacher education, Schulz (2000) examined the development of training practices as represented in articles published in the Modern Language Journal since its foundation in 1916 until 1999. The results of her review identified two areas of substantial change during this time period: 1) teaching passed from being an art to a discipline based on principles that can be taught; and 2) training passed from being conducted by faculty specialized in literary studies to specialists in applied linguistics. This transformation means that, in theory, TA training today is a research-based, goal-given practice, one that is ideally shaped by the current best practice recommendations in the field.
In a 2012 letter to the Editor of Hispania about graduate student education, however, VanPatten critiques the lack of development in FL departments, despite the amount of knowledge and research accumulated in the last decades in the fields of SLA, learning, and teaching. A few years later, VanPatten (2015) suggested that the lack of innovation may be related to the relegated position of faculty trainers in the overall structure of FL departments. In many occasions, such faculty members do not occupy tenure-track lines and are not directly involved in the academic lives of graduate students beyond their teaching appointment. One of the consequences is their training of graduate students is often limited to how to teach with a specific textbook in mind.
Although in his 2015 article VanPatten mainly discusses issues related to language, he mentions two specific areas where we can see this lack of innovation. The teaching of culture and incorporation of technology, though clearly prized by FL departments and in keeping with the ACTFL and MLA recommendations for new competencies, are not yet prioritized or systemized within university-level TA training.
Culture competence has become one of the cornerstones of FL education, as evidenced in both the Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century (National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project 1999) and World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (National Standards Collaborative Board 2015) . While the role of culture in the FL classroom is unquestionable, the lack of appropriate training for teaching culture has been long documented (Arens 1991; Nollendorfs 1982) . According to Schulz and Ganz (2010) , "culture is taught to a large extent based on teachers' own personal experience in the target culture" and, in the words of respondents, "'anecdotally,' 'informally,' 'ad hoc,' 'in bits and pieces,' 'without common goals,' 'unsystematically,' or as 'an add-on like slides or music on Friday'" (188). Almost half of the participants in their survey expressed dissatisfaction with their training in teaching culture, said they had difficulties teaching beyond practices and products, and lacked familiarity with cultural assessment. The authors called for a reconceptualization of the content, approaches, and assessment of cultural competence.
Technology has also become integral to FL education (Scarino 2014) . In fact, to meet the goal of educating translingual and transcultural citizens, the MLA 2009 report specifically suggests that undergraduate study of FL must include "work with new forms of media through technological literacy" (2; italics in the original) and, in its earlier 2007 report, the organization recommended teaching "graduate students to use technology in language instruction and learning" (8). While most university programs now include some training, the effectiveness and quantity of training and the exact content vary from one institution to another (Kessler 2006; Thoms 2011) . In a recent survey-based study on TA technology training, Thoms (2011) showed that although 98.2% of his participants reported having received technology training, the training received was inadequate: it focused on PowerPoint, websites that target grammatical and lexical issues, and discussion boards. Thoms concluded that current technology training prioritizes traditional technologies that target linguistic forms rather than those that promote communication and collaboration.
Research Questions
The realities of the situation described above prompted this nationwide survey of TA training practices. Our study contributes to previous research by contrasting TAs' opinions with those of faculty in charge of training. This allows us to analyze their disparate views on the goals, content, effectiveness, and challenges of the training process and to find room for improvement. This study aims to answer the following questions: 
Methods

Participants
A total of 231 participants completed the survey. Out of those 231 participants, 140 were graduate students (TAs, RAs, and GAs), 41 were faculty in charge of TA training (LPDs and course coordinators), and 50 were professors, lecturers, and instructors who were not directly involved in TA training. Due to the scope of this article, we excluded the latter group from the final analysis, leaving a total of 181 participants.
1 The data relating to LPDs and course coordinators were collapsed into just one category that we labeled "LPDs" for simplicity. We collected responses from sixty-six university Spanish programs nationwide. Given the wide participation of respondents across the country, this survey could serve as a representative sample of current practices and beliefs about TA training in US institutions of higher education.
Procedure
Data was collected by means of a survey that included both quantitative and qualitative questions. Questions were designed based on previous questionnaires in the area of TA training (Schulz and Ganz 2010; Thoms 2011 ) and teaching methodology textbooks (Brandl 2008) . For every question, participants had to choose among a pre-designed list of options and were always offered the possibility of adding their own choices. Participants were reached via email and through social media. The appendix shows the five research questions and their corresponding survey questions.
Analysis and Discussion
In this section, we outline the survey results and discuss their relevance by making connections to previous studies. Quantitative results are provided for each question with rates for overall and group percentages. Additionally, qualitative results are described when appropriate.
6.1 Research Question 1. How is training structured in institutions of higher education in the United States?
Research Question 1 (RQ1) of the survey asked participants to identify the components of TA training at their institution. The results, listed in Table 2 in descending order from most frequently to least frequently listed, provide a picture of typical training components at US universities that concurs with the descriptions of TA training from the current literature (Enkin 2015; Lord 2014) . Most participants reported that TA training included a methods course, a preservice orientation, and class observations (91%, 89%, and 87%, respectively). Additionally, a significant number of participants reported that regular meetings (68%) and department workshops (52%) were part of TA training at their institution. Other second language/applied linguistics courses were less common, as only about a third of participants (35%) chose the category. Some participants provided additional information and/or mentioned other types of training at their institution; these included publisher-specific website training, institution pedagogy talks (such as those led by Teaching and Learning Centers), individual mentoring activities, online training modules, peer observations, video-taping of TA classes, and pre-and post-semester meetings with LPDs.
Results from RQ1 indicate an increasing range in the types of TA training opportunities, but many recommended changes are still not the norm. For instance, although several authors have pointed to the need for further SLA/applied linguistics courses for graduate students (Byrnes 2011; Enkin 2015; Lord and Lomicka 2004) , only 35% of participants said they had such courses at their institution. This could be for several reasons: for example, many graduate students in Spanish specializing in literature are only required to take the methods course, a second pedagogy course is not seen as a priority by some faculty members (who struggle to maintain the relevance of their own courses), and the time restrictions inherent to graduate degree completion make any addition to the required course load harder to sell (MLA 2014).
Request Question 2. What are TAs and LPDs' beliefs regarding the goals of lower-level courses?
To identify possible discrepancies between TAs and LPDs' opinions regarding the goals of lower-level courses, participants were asked to rate a list of learning goals on a 3-point Likert scale (from "very important" to "not important"). Table 3 shows the percentages of overall respondents and TA and LPD groups that rated each learning goal as "very important. " Learning how to communicate using social media tools 11.11% 12.86% 5%
As can be seen, learning to communicate and acquiring skills were considered the most important goals by a large majority of both TAs and LPDs, but LPDs appeared to value both of these goals more. About half of all LPDs rated the next three categories-understanding the target culture, grammar and vocabulary, and learning how to study-as "very important," while TAs put slightly less emphasis on the categories related to culture and study strategies, particularly on the last one in which we see the most marked difference between the two groups. Finally, TAs valued learning how to communicate using social media tools more than their LPD counterparts, though few respondents from either group ranked this final category as "very important" overall. Participants could also expand the list of possible goals provided for lower-level courses. LPDs mentioned the importance of developing twenty-first century skills, whereas TAs highlighted understanding diversity and the benefits of learning a second language as important goals.
In general, these findings indicate that two of the areas that concern us in this study and that have been highlighted as essential in FL education by both the MLA and ACTFL, culture and technology (especially technology), are not seen as fundamental components in lower-level courses.
6.3 Request Question 3. What are TAs and LPDs' beliefs regarding the areas of cultural competence that should be taught and the technological tools that should be used in the classroom?
Participants were asked to complete three different survey items: two regarding the incorporation of culture content and one about the use of technology in lower-level courses. Question 3 of the survey asked respondents to rate the relevance of certain aspects of teaching culture in lower-level courses on a 3-point Likert scale (from "very important" to "not important"). As Table 4 indicates, while the two groups of participants broadly aligned in the overall order of importance placed on cultural issues, they differed at times on the importance of individual categories. For instance, the percentage of LPDs who marked the top three categories as "very important" was consistent, whereas TAs clearly valued awareness of cultural differences much more highly than habits. It should be noted, however, that LPDs ranked every category higher than TAs overall, with the exception of literature and art, which was marked as "very important" by 42% of TAs but only 32% of LPDs.
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The fact that LPDs rated all cultural items higher than TAs, together with the fact that only 43% of TAs perceived culture as "very important" (see Table 3 ), indicates that training might not convey culture as an integral part of lower-level courses. This oversight may contribute to the division between lower-and upper-level courses that the MLA report (2007) denounced and that its authors claimed "devalues the early years of language learning" (3) and could discourage many students from pursuing an FL career. A follow-up question asked participants to imagine that they were about to teach a lesson about the Day of the Dead in their lower-level language classes and then to rate how likely they would be to include certain elements in their lesson plan. As Table 5 indicates, in contrast to what was reported in the previous question, participants were more likely to integrate more tangible matters, such as cultural objects and examples of traditional Day of the Dead activities in Mexico, rather than more abstract and meaningful activities (e.g., explanations of how Day of the Dead celebrations help children understand death or activities in which students participate in Day of the Dead celebrations by writing a poem or a papel picado). The answers of both groups (TAs and LPDs) were similar, and their ratings did not differ by more than 5% for any category. The disconnect we see between hypothetical cultural goals and what really takes place in the classroom may have to do, on one hand, with the lack of proficiency in the lower-level courses, which prevent students from discussing meaningful culture topics in the target language, and, on the other, with the theoretical nature of the training (Brandl 2000) . TAs may experience difficulty designing activities to promote cultural understanding and encourage awareness and appreciation of different cultures. Even if cultural understanding is perceived as an ideal goal, many programs appear not to have yet made it a reality.
Finally, a question asked participants to rate the importance of including a series of technologies in lower-level classes. As shown in Table 6 , the two most highly rated technologies by all participants were websites that target grammar and vocabulary and PowerPoint presentations (55.66% and 54.54%, respectively). The rest of the technologies were rated as "very important" by fewer than 20% of the respondents.
When the data was contrasted by group, some differences between TAs and LPDs were noted. TAs showed slightly more enthusiasm for PowerPoint presentations as a tool than LPDs did (59% versus 41.18%, respectively), while LPDs appeared to value discussion boards more than their TA counterparts (25.81% versus 9.38%, respectively). Some participants also provided information regarding technologies not listed in the survey, such as authentic videos, PowerPoint-like pages, and online tutorials.
The results for technology reveal a similar disconnect to the one observed for culture. Presentational tools and technologies that promote mastery of the formal aspects of the language were seen as most important by a larger percentage of participants, which indicates that technological literacy is still in the incipient stage in most programs. Although some of the participants understand and value the incorporation of technical tools as indicated by their comments, no practical steps are provided to put these ideas into practice.
Research Question 4. How effective are training practices considered by those who plan and receive the training?
To answer this research question, participants responded to two sets of survey questions. The first looks at training in several settings, and the second focuses on participants' opinions regarding the transferability of training to teaching upper-level courses. Respondents were asked to evaluate training in several settings (e.g., TA orientation, methods course, applied linguistic course, TA meetings, and pedagogy workshops) on a 4-point Likert scale (from "very effective" to "not very effective"). Overall, two trends were observed: respondents viewed language training as more effective than training for either culture or technology, and there were substantial differences in opinion between TAs and LPDs-who perceived training as more effective in all training settings and in all three areas of study. This trend is most notable in the technology field, with more than a 10% difference between the percentage of LPDs and TAs who considered all training components "very effective" or "effective." For language, we see a similar disparity, with the exception of TA orientation and other applied linguistic courses, which were considered "very effective" or "effective" by close to 70% of TAs and LPDs. Only in the area of culture, TAs rated one training setting (other applied linguistic courses) as notably more effective than LPDs did (30.91% of TAs versus 11.11% of the LPDs). Important differences between the specific training components were apparent. The teaching methods course and applied linguistic courses were seen as most effective, results possibly explained by the fact that students in such courses are accountable for what they learn and receive individualized feedback on their work, which does not necessarily happen in more informal training settings. For culture and technology, no training components were perceived as particularly effective by respondents, though TA orientation was perceived as the least effective for culture. This could be due to inherent time constraints in this training setting. For technology, a perceived lack of effectiveness of the teaching methods course was also noted. Possible reasons for this include the fact that most textbooks do not address technology and the perception that familiarity with technology for personal use translates into an effective and theoretically grounded understanding of the technology for pedagogical purposes. Regardless of the cause, these results again indicate that FL departments are not yet fully reflecting the needs of twentyfirst century students. To remedy this, an introductory module on technology, at least, should be included in the methods course.
The second set of questions asked participants about the applicability of the training to upper-division courses. While the responses should be taken with caution, given that most TAs stated that they had never taught upper-level courses, certain trends can be noted (Figure 3 ). For one, LPDs were again more positive than TAs in all areas. A greater percentage of LPDs than TAs were confident that TAs would be able to transfer what they learn in the training for lower-level courses to teaching upper-level courses. That difference between the two groups was smallest in language (95% of LPDs versus 86.96% of TAs) and greatest in culture (87.50% of LPDs versus 65.44% of TAs).
Figure 3. Transferability of training to the teaching of upper-level courses
Participants were then given the opportunity to write additional comments about training in language, culture, and technology. For language, respondents focused on problems of discord and disenfranchisement at the departmental level and on some classroom-specific or administrative issues. LPDs' comments, in particular, echoed some criticisms in the literature and the MLA report (2007) , including the idea that dissenting opinions within a department can limit the impact of training and the need for longer and/or more in-depth teaching methods courses, as the following comment illustrates: "I think that training of graduate students at my institution is of limited efficacy because the tenure-track colleagues with whom I work do not value training in language instruction/teaching pedagogy." As might be expected, TAs focused less on departmental issues and more on training applicability. Their comments highlighted a perceived disconnect between the methods presented in lower-level training sessions and the needs they face in the classroom. Respondents also questioned how applicable such training was for other teaching contexts and appeared frustrated at their lack of voice in course development:
• The courses and orientations don't really address the actual problems you can find on a real class.
• Trainings reflect some best practices and what the goals of the program are, however, not incorporated as much into course design.
In terms of culture, LPDs echoed the MLA report and mentioned the imbalance between the cultural and language components in lower-level courses:
• We really don't train on this aspect of teaching.
• The teaching of culture, even though equally important as the teaching of grammar, vocabulary, and the other skills, competes with all those areas. Ideally, culture should not be taught separately but integrated in classrooms activities.
Most TA comments, in contrast, reflected frustrations with the disconnect between the stated learning goals and pedagogical and assessment practices. They agreed with LPDs about the lack of training in meaningful pedagogical frameworks to teach culture, but they also commented on the diversity of cultures within the Spanish-speaking world, the elusiveness of the concept of "culture," and the lack of students' language proficiency to discuss cultural content in the target language:
• There is a disconnect between the desire to have students learn culture and the implementation of meaningful cultural components in the curriculum. • I feel like the training for teaching culture is almost inexistent.
• After several years of teaching Spanish, I admit I still haven't figured out the most effective and most principled way to teach Hispanic 'culture.'
Comments about technology were similar to those about culture. TAs were much more vocal than LPDs. They criticized the lack of training and emphasized the discord between the level of expectations and the training received:
• We aren't taught to use technology. We are just kind of expected to know how to use it and integrate it into lessons.
The results of the two sets of survey questions indicate again that lower-division courses are still designed primarily with linguistic objectives in mind. Respondents' comments evidence that the lack of effectiveness and transferability is due to the absence of an appropriate pedagogical framework for the teaching of culture and to a lack of training in meaningful and theoretically grounded uses of technology.
6.5 Research Question 5. What factors inhibit TA's ability to teach cultural content and to incorporate technology in lower-level courses?
Participants were presented with a number of factors and were asked to identify which ones affected their ability to include cultural content and technology in their classes (Table 7) . This final question is key insofar as it helps us identify possible problems in training as well as ways to correct them. For this question, we only considered TAs' responses. In teaching culture specifically, TAs considered time the biggest issue. The category limited time to dedicate to culture was deemed the most important factor by 71.43% of TAs. The next three factors-limited time to dedicate to lesson plans, limited decision power regarding lesson plans, and culture is not assessed or heavily weighted-were considered a factor by between approximately 40% of TA participants. The category limited understanding of how to integrate culture was chosen by the smaller percentage of participants (14.29%). When given the opportunity to provide additional information, TAs listed their lack of knowledge of Hispanic cultures and the prioritization of language content in lower-level courses as factors affecting teaching culture. These findings evidence that cultural content is not a priority in lower-level courses, and with little time available, it is difficult to design activities that help students develop intercultural competence.
In the technology area, time was again a variable, with 50% of TAs considering limited time to dedicate to lesson plans as a reason that they had trouble incorporating technology into their courses, followed closely by the factor limited decision power regarding lesson plan, which was listed by 39.62% of TAs. The categories the textbook does not include activities with technology and limited understanding of how to integrate technology were considered affecting factors by a little over 30% of TA participants.
Some TAs provided additional comments about the lack of adequate facilities or equipment, while others wrote that technology is more of a disruption than a benefit in lower-level courses. The questionnaire results along with participants' comments evidence that one of the main factors that hinder TAs from incorporating technology in their courses is a lack of appropriate training, both in terms of the application of sound pedagogical designs and practice with different types of technologies.
Implications
This section provides practical guidance for departments seeking to revitalize TA training in order to match the demand of the field for the incorporation of twenty-first-century skills in the FL curriculum.
To lay the groundwork, a brief summary of the key findings is provided: 1. The lower-level curriculum is still formulated around traditional views, with language at the center, to the detriment of culture. Additionally, technology is generally not meaningfully integrated into the classroom. 2. Training in language is perceived as more effective and more transferable than training in culture or technology. 3. The methods course is considered the most effective training setting. 4. LPDs perceive training as being more effective and transferable to upper-division courses than TAs do.
Taking these statements into account, it is clear that the first step in promoting the development of translingual and transcultural competence is a reconceptualization of the curriculum for both lower-and upper-level courses, namely one in which language, culture, and technology are intimately intertwined. This would entail a complete overhaul of language teaching as it is currently conceptualized and delivered in most institutions. Although a discussion of curriculum revitalization is beyond the scope of this article, this issue is inevitably related to the topic that concerns us herein. In his 2015 article, VanPatten attributes this slowness in part to the scarce presence of "language experts" (particularly, language acquisition experts) in language departments. Furthermore, in his 2012 article, he claims that what current training programs do is to create "proficient textbook users" rather than "proficient language teachers." That is, while TAs are able to follow a pre-established curriculum and the textbook sequence, they do not have enough knowledge of language itself, how language is acquired or how instruction affects language acquisition in order to make informed decisions about teaching. For VanPatten, the solution to this issue lies in a more comprehensive education of TAs that encompasses all these areas.
In many respects the results of our survey mirror VanPatten's (2012) assertions on TA training. As our participants reported, it is difficult for them to transfer the skills learned in training settings to other courses, which indicates that the training takes place in a piecemeal fashion and not in the comprehensive way VanPatten envisioned. Yet while VanPatten focused mainly on the linguistic knowledge needed to become a competent language teacher, we additionally claim that, in order to achieve the desired twenty-first century goal of fostering translingual and transcultural competence in our students, TAs need training in the pedagogical principles underlying technology use in the classroom and in meaningful ways to integrate culture so as to develop intercultural competence. These two areas, as the survey shows, are underrepresented and/or less efficient than training on language.
Regarding the effectiveness of each training setting, the results of the survey indicate that the methods course is the most effective component. However, as VanPatten (2012) argues, a methods course is not enough to develop proficient language teachers. These results are in line with the suggestions of other scholars (Byrnes 2011; Enkin 2015; Lord and Lomicka 2004) who advocate for the need to incorporate additional methodology courses to advance the professionalization of graduate students. If we listen to graduate students' opinions, and we should, this additional course would include information regarding pedagogical frameworks to teach and assess culture and pedagogically sound training on the use of technology for FL instruction.
As mentioned in the analysis and discussion section (see RQ4), we ascribed the effectiveness of this training setting to two factors: 1) accountability; and 2) individualized feedback, both of which are usually lacking in other training settings. Thus, we believe that other training settings would be more effective if they include these two elements. Additionally, we believe TA training should be integrated within the larger program instead of being isolated in order to promote more democratically structured departments. Next, we put forward some specific proposals that we believe will help us achieve our desired goals.
The main goal of the methods course should be to receive training on the design of pedagogical units to promote translingual and transcultural competence. Some of those units, once revised by course coordinators and LPDs, could be integrated into the curriculum. This would allow graduate students to become active participants in the department, not only in the traditional way of teaching predesigned courses, but also contributing to the articulation of the curriculum. This would allow us to bridge the gap most TAs perceive between training and real classroom issues by letting them test how their units contribute to the curriculum and how they work in real classroom settings.
In addition, TA meetings and pedagogy workshops need to be revitalized. These meetings are essential components that provide opportunities for continuous training. Brandl (2000) suggested that TAs highly value informal discussions with their peers in low-anxiety environments. Thus, these settings could be redesigned as short workshop opportunities to present pedagogical materials. New TAs would present the units designed during the methods course, and more experienced TAs would share how their units have developed over time as they adapt them to their students' needs and reactions. TAs could meaningfully impact their peers through the use of rubrics to focus their attention on important aspects (e.g., the language of the instructions, appropriateness of the materials, scaffolding, and collaboration) when evaluating their colleagues' pedagogical materials.
Clearly, TAs are concerned that their training lacks transferability to upper-level courses. To address this gap, TAs should be allowed to take part in teaching upper-level courses and receive individualized feedback. A model that is working in some institutions is that of shadowing and mentoring. Novice instructors either spend one semester attending the classes of a more experienced instructor or receive a mentor who helps them throughout the semester, modeling class dynamics, providing pedagogical materials and weekly feedback.
We believe that integrating the different components of training into TAs' teaching experience and promoting conversation between TAs about their experiences and reflection activity could help these graduate students see the different training components (i.e., method course, TA meetings, workshops, mentoring, shadowing) as integral to their professional development.
We would like to point out that the responsibility of all these changes cannot lie solely with the language program directors, faculty members who often do not occupy tenure-track lines and are not directly involved in the academic lives of graduate students beyond their teaching appointments. To promote the cohesive relations among those working in FL departments recommended by the MLA report, all parties involved-language program directors, tenure-track department faculty, non tenure-track department faculty, and departmental leaders (chairs, directors of graduate studies, etc.)-need to "buy in" to the plan and see it as an investment in the future successes of their graduate students.
Our study has certain limitations. It is mostly quantitative, and thus future studies of a qualitative nature could shed more light on some of the issues raised. Longitudinal studies to track graduate students' progress in their beliefs and opinions regarding language and culture teaching and the incorporation of technology could also be beneficial. Also, each of the suggested revitalized components (e.g., methods course, TA meetings, etc.) would need to be evaluated to determine its effectiveness, the specific results (e.g., an increase in the number/quality of minors and majors), and the changes in attitudes about the effectiveness of training after its implementation. Finally, we would need to measure whether this model helps improve opportunities for lecturers and instructors in their pursuit of professional development. 
